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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action the Examiner objected to the specification as there was 
references to the claims contained in the specification. In this Amendment the 
reference to the claims found on page 1 of the specification have been deleted and 
suitable other terminology inserted. In reviewing the specification the only reference to 
the claims that appear to be on page 1 and appropriate correction was made to delete 
the reference to the claim. If there are any other reference to the claims in the 
specification that were not found during applicants review, the applicant is more than 
willing to amend the specification to delete the reference to the claims which the 
Examiner finds objectionable. In view of the amendment to the specification it's 
applicants position that the basis for objection has been overcome and the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to withdraw this basis of objection for the specification. 

In the Office Action claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. With regard to claims 1,11 and 12 the Examiner 
objected to the phrase "in particular" in these claims. In this amendment, the phrase 
"in particular" has been deleted from the claims. The Examiner also rejected these 
claims based on the inclusion of the phrase "or" and in the amended claims the phrase 
"or" has been deleted. In claim 10 the rejection was directed to the inclusion of the 
term "preferably" in this claim. In this amendment the term "preferably" has been 
deleted from claim 10. The Examiner also rejected claims 1 1 and 12 on the basis of 
double-inclusion but as claims 1 1 and 12 have been cancelled in this amendment, this 
rejection is now moot. In view of the amendments to the claims it is applicants 
position that the basis of rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 have been overcome and the 
Examiner is requested to withdraw this basis of rejection for the claims. 

In the Office Action the Examiner rejected to claims 1-8 and 10-12 under 35 

U.S.C. § 102 (b) as being anticipated by the GB '093 reference. The GB reference 

disclosed a friction member that can be used as part of a multi-disk brake for aircraft 

where a plurality of friction member are positioned between an annular pressure plate 
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24 and fixed reaction member 17. The annular pressure plate 24 and the reaction 
member 17 appear to define an annular ring that engages the friction disk. Described 
in another manner the reaction member and pressure plate have a circular sidewall 
positioned at the outer periphery of the reaction member and pressure plate that 
engages the friction disk. However, the GB '093 reference does not disclose or 
suggest the backing plate defined by applicant's claims where the backing shell 
includes an annular groove positioned adjacent the periphery of the backing shell to 
enhance the stiffness of the backing shell in the desired portion of the backing shell. 
This reference also does not disclose a backing plate that is a combination of a core 
plate and a backing shell having flat surfaces that are positioned in adjacent 
relationship as defined in applicants claims. There is nothing in the cited reference that 
discloses or suggest the utilization of such annular groove and a two component 
backing plate as defined by applicant's claims. The reaction member and pressure 
plate disclosed by this reference provides a totally different structure for engaging a 
friction member and actually teaches away from the invention defined by applicants 
claims. The GB '093 reference does not disclose the invention defined by applicant's 
claims and does not form a proper basis for rejecting the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 

102 (b). Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw this 
basis of rejection for the claims. 

In the Office Action claim 9 was rejected under 34 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over the GB (093) reference in view of the FR ('005) reference. It is the 

Examiners position that the GB '093 reference does not show a splined backing plate 

but that the FR '005 reference utilizes a splined backing plate for use with a force 

transmitting device. However, the FR '005 reference does not disclose an annular 

groove positioned adjacent the periphery of the backing shell to enhance the stiffness 

of the backing shell or a two component backing plate as set forth in applicant's claims. 

The FR '005 reference does not provide the deficiencies of the previously discussed 

GB '093 reference. The FR '005 reference, taken individually or in combination with 
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the GB '093 reference, does not disclose or suggest the invention defined by 



claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Accordingly, the Examiner is requested to withdraw this 
basis of rejection for claim 9. 

In view of the amendment to the claims and the arguments set forth in this 
amendment, it is applicant's position that the claims patentably distinguish over the 
prior art relied upon by the Examiner. Accordingly, a favorable action is respectfully 
" requested for the claims. 



applicant's claims and these references do not form a proper basis for rejecting the 
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